The present research, which covers the latest residential boom and bust cycle, highlights that there are no uniform or constant time invariant wealth, housing, and income relations. Even more important, wealth composition is shown to be a significant determinant of consumption. The marginal effects of housing wealth, financial wealth, and income differ substantially with wealth composition. Households with the highest percentage of net worth in financial assets have much lower income effects, have substantially higher marginal effects associated with stock holdings, and have housing equity effects that differ noticeably from other households. Income effects for groups with the smallest amounts of relative financial wealth are dramatically higher than for households with greater financial wealth. Wealth and its composition affect consumption.
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Introduction
The relations between housing wealth, financial wealth, income, and consumption are of substantial interest to public policy analysts, economic forecasters, and business managers since consumer spending is a dominant component of economic activity. While it would be helpful if the relations between these factors were known with certainty, the existing literature provides mixed and ambiguous results, 1 which may be related to limitations in data utilized, temporal variability, the composition of individual household wealth, and the permanence of unexpected income or wealth gains.
Acknowledgement of inequalities in financial wealth is also necessary since financial wealth impacts the composition of household net worth. Inequality in financial wealth affects the marginal importance of housing wealth and income on consumption when households are segmented by aggregate wealth and percentage of total wealth in financial assets. While residential wealth is a major component of many households' net worth, it is less accessible than financial wealth and often has ongoing, recurrent costs, even when unencumbered by debt, due to routine maintenance and property taxes. Studies imply that owner occupied residential real estate acts as a forced savings plan since the asset generally increases in value in the long term while debt secured by the property is amortized.
Concurrently, few studies on this topic formally acknowledge the skewed household wealth patterns found in the United States. None investigate the relative composition of wealth.
The data examined cover the pre-real estate boom period (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) , the real estate boom market (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) , and the post-boom (heading into bust) real estate market 1 Existing research has pegged marginal consumption from a housing wealth effect at anywhere from 2% to 15% or more based on methodology and data studied , Case, Quigley, and Shiller (2005) , Campbell and Cocco (2007) , Kishor (2007) , and Carroll, Otsuka and Slacalek (2011) and others).
(2007).
2 By inclusion of the real estate boom and decline periods, our analysis depicts a broader picture of housing wealth effects on consumption than has generally been permitted.
We also segment the results by household wealth and link the relative magnitude of financial versus housing wealth into the assessment. Assessment is provided using pooled data as well as with specific disaggregation by sample year.
The focus on non-durable consumption differs from Bostic, Gabriel, and Painter (2009) , who examine total consumption and durable goods consumption. 3 Durable goods purchases are discrete in timing, have non-negligible transaction costs, and consequently have different consumption patterns than non-durables. Interestingly, Bostic etal (2009) find no significant relations between house value or equity and durable goods consumption, although they find a relation between house value and total consumption. The implication is that non-durable consumption may be more dependent on house value or home equity.
While this may seem counterintuitve, the largest durable goods (automobiles, for example) acquired by housholds are often financed with purchase loans. Large scale financing operations related to their sale are the norm. Our concentration on non-durable consumption thus helps fill one of the voids in the literature. Research by and Benjamin, Chinloy and Jud (2008) positing that the relations between consumption and housing wealth need not be positive is also extended.
Empirical results, including those from the relative composition of wealth, follow. First, we show that the wealth effects of stock and housing differ over time and that the use of a measure derived from pooled data can be misleading. The housing wealth effect is normally 2 Bostic Gabriel, and Painter (2009) , , and Benjamin, Chinloy, and Jud (2008) and others confine their analysis to the pre-real estate boom period. 3 A major issue that has impacted the assessment of these effects is limited data on consumption. Like in prior studies this limitation is acknowledged .   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 stronger than the stock holdings/financial assets effect. However, subsequent to the housing market peak, the relative strength of the competing effects switch. Next, we investigate whether wealth level by itself influences consumption elasticity. We find that the more wealthy families enjoy higher elasticities of consumption on all components of wealth, but not income. This indicates that even the more wealthy households (based on total assets including residential housing and finanical assets) are still partially dependent on housing equity for consumption.
To further address the wealth impact on consumption, we extend studies by Grossman and Laroque (1990) , Stokey (2009 ), and Flavin and Yamashita (2008 , which highlight the role of housing-to-wealth ratios in determining optimal portfolio choice and life-cycle consumption allocation. That is, the housing value to wealth ratio is important and not just wealth level. While we use the housing value to net worth or wealth ratio from the literature, we also use a cleaner measure of housing equity as a percentage of wealth.
The ratio of home equity to wealth is used to segment the aggregate sample into several subsamples. For households whose home equity matters more in their wealth position, the consumption elasticity corresponding to home equity is substantially higher. For households whose stock holdings or finanical assets matter more, the consumption elasticity of the stock holdings is significant and higher. The results show the importance of characterizing households using wealth composition. Consumption by households with the lowest percentage of net worth in housing (highest percentage in stock/financial assets) is not impacted by housing wealth. Consumption by households with the greatest concentration of net worth in financial assets/stock is affected by financial wealth, but not 5 home equity. In all cases, the magnitude of the differences in marginal effects is large with practical implications.
The relations between housing wealth, financial wealth, income and consumption are complex. Wealth alone, wealth composition associated with the percentage of net worth in financial assets, and temporal effects associated with macro-economic conditions all impact consumption. Differentiation of impacts based on wealth composition provides the foundation for additional investigation of spending patterns using segmented consumer groups. For the wealthiest, financial asset performance is likely to have a greater impact than home equity changes. With regard to the average household, the importance of housing to consumption is manifested.
Literature
There is substantial interest in wealth effects and consumption. Research in several related disciplines has concentrated on these relations as consumption is central to economic activity, housing wealth is a major portion of total household wealth, and housing construction and related activities are central to economic growth. Consumption cycles are related to life cycles which are impacted by wealth and potentially transient asset flows.
The general wealth effect and real estate or housing specific wealth effects are most germane to the present research. Existing empirical assessments, while generally showing wealth effects impacting consumption, suffer from substantive variation in coefficient magnitudes and changing measures of statistical significance.
There are a number studies that investigate financial and housing wealth effects. Major studies include earlier work by Elliot (1980) and Bhatia (1987) , and more recently, Belsky   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 and Prakken (2004), Lettau and Ludvigson (2004) , Case, Quigley, and Shiller (2005) and Carrol, Otuska, and Slacalek (2011) which focus on non-housing wealth effects, while controlling for housing effects. Additional studies by Skinner (1989) , , Campbell and Coco (2007) , Kishor (2007) , Benjamin and Chinloy (2008) , and Bostic, Gabriel, and Painter (2009) are more focused on the housing wealth effect.
Using aggregate United States time series data, Elliot (1980) shows a large financial wealth effect, but finds no real estate related wealth effect. Bhatia (1987) counters Elliot's use of construction costs as the measure of real estate wealth, and, by employing market value measures instead, finds a substantial housing wealth effect (coefficient estimate of .37), and no financial wealth effect. The housing wealth effect is likely masked in the earlier period due to data issues coming from aggregated data and the lack of a more liquid real estate market, including the ability to refinance mortgage loans easily and access housing wealth through equity lines of credit, during the period studied. Skinner (1989) extends Elliot (1980) and Bhatia (1986) by showing a positive housing wealth effect. The suggestion is that the housing wealth effect is meaningful and needs additional investigation. Belsky and Prakken (2004) find that the housing wealth effect is about .05 to .07 which is much lower than that of Bhatia. Lettau and Ludvigson (2004) In almost all existing cases, interest is primarily associated with generating macro level financial and housing wealth effects using aggregate data. Our interest is in generating marginal effects from household level data, estimating time-varying differences, addressing the skewed wealth distribution in the United States and acknowledging that a household's level and relative composition of wealth will impact consumption.
Model and Empirical Specification
From the classical theory of consumption, a consumer bases his consumption decision on existing and expected resources. We conjecture that consumers/households view the components of their wealth portfolio differently, depending upon both the availability of each component, the ease of conversion to spendable cash, and the cash outlays associated with ownership of the asset. In comparing housing and stock/financial wealth, stock holdings are easier to liquidate and spend for consumption. Only a small fraction of the U.S.
population holds stocks at meaningful levels, especially outside of retirement accounts that generally have high use costs associated with taxes. Historically, home equity is more equitable across households, and borrowing against home equity has been cheaper than other means of borrowing such as credit cards. The constraining side is the level of home equity available to a household as well as the tightness of credit markets. Existing mortgage indebtedness constrains the capability to tap home equity for consumption since a greater outstanding balance of mortgage debt reduces the net equity in housing. Current income is a cash equivalent, while the ability and desire for using other assets is determined by the level and composition of other wealth components. 
The Model
In the economy there is one composite, liquid risky market asset, which we call stocks.
In addition, a household can choose the amount of housing units (in market value relative to consumption goods) for personal residence. We assume a household manages its balance sheet according to cash equivalent units and define and as values between 0 and 1, and being the cash equivalent coefficients for stock holdings and house equity, respectively.
Following Benjamin and Chinloy (2008) , the cash-equivalent wealth equality is:
where S, H, D stand for stock holding, house value, and debt, respectively. The use of a mortgage provides a cash equivalent in two ways. First, the greater the use of debt in the property acquisition the smaller the homeowner's cash outlay for acquisition. And second, with more debt, the ability to actually refinance and extract cash through the refinancing procedure will decline. In the equation that relates consumption to wealth by the marginal propensity to
The overall coefficients ( ) before each component of wealth are the product of MPC and corresponding cash equivalent coefficients. Our goal of the model sketched below is to determine the optimal value of to see how it is related to the 's and other parameters.
Stock and housing prices follow the Brownian process (subscripts , indicate the process for stocks, housing assets, and mortgage, respectively) 3
The formula for the dynamics of this cash-equivalent wealth is . 4
There is a limit for mortgage borrowing, however. Otherwise people will withdraw as much cash as they want. We model this limit as the house value at each point of time, that is, the mortgage debt cannot go above a certain percentage of the house value . 5   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 where is the maximum loan-to-value ratio.
We assume the household is maximizing its expected lifetime utility which includes housing services and a nondurable consumption good . 6
While it is easy to propose a frictionless model, it has been correctly noted in the literature that housing assets do not adjust frictionlessly (Grossman and Laroque, 1990 ).
Typically, a household pays transaction costs when buying and selling houses and when refinancing. Assuming the proportion of transaction costs to the value of a house is , the Bellman equation that characterizes a household's optimization problem is (without loss of generality, suppose the decision time is at time 0):
. 7 where indicates the selling of an old house before purchasing a new one. This is an optimal stopping problem since the household has to decide when to sell a house (the value of ) along with other variables.
Between stopping times, however, the household's decisions only involve adjusting the liquid financial assets, including mortgage debts, and non-durable consumption goods, while the value of its housing assets is exogenously changed by market conditions. During a short time interval within which stopping does not occur, the Bellman equation is: And subject to constraints in Equations 4 and 5.
The solution of this optimization problem, given in its current format, is now standard.
Solving for the optimal amounts of stocks and debts, we obtain . 11
If a household is not borrowing constrained, the ratio between stocks and debt is . 12
The equation for in Equation 11 says that when a household is not faced with borrowing constraints and the liquidity from converting home equity ( ) increases, the 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 cashed-out home equity in relation to the overall cashable wealth decreases. The equation for in Equation12 says the ratio of stock to debt level is higher corresponding to a higher liquidity of home equity. That is, holding house stock constant, a higher degree of liquidity of home equity would lead to a higher ratio of stocks to home equity. 
The Empirical Specification
The difference in , i.e., convertibility of home equity in the equations above, may be determined by two aspects of a household's wealth portfolio: first, the size of home equity itself; second, by how much else is available in liquid wealth that can support borrowing, as sizable liquid assets can help obtain favorable borrowing terms. To account for the influence of both, we proceed with home equity as a regressor in our regressions. We also segment the data along the dimension of ratio of home equity to wealth. The empirical questions are investigated in several ways. First, differences in cross-sectional regressions over various years when presumably the liquidity of home equity differs are assessed. The question of interest is the stability of the relations between stock/financial wealth, housing equity, income and non-durable consumption. Second, differences in consumption patterns for individuals who presumably differ in their access to and need for credit in the mortgage markets based on aggregate and decomposed wealth are analyzed. Aggregate wealth and the composition of wealth are posited to impact consumption patterns.
Since it is well known that many wealth measures are right-skewed, an OLS estimation would be overwhelmingly influenced by the observations at the right tails of distributions.
Hence, the median regression methodology is used instead, which is also noticeably different from predominant estimation methods employed in the literature. 
Data and Results
Cross-section samples from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID henceforth) database spanning the years from 1994 to 2007 are drawn in order to address these questions. 5 The PSID database has been used in related studies by Engelhardt (1996) , Skinner (1996) and Lehnart (2003) . In particular, we concentrate on those households that own a home, have non-negligible holdings of stocks (≥ $500), non-durable consumption that is not too extreme (> $500 and <$350,000), and have positive mortgage balances outstanding. Home equity is the house value net of existing mortgage balances, and is therefore a potential source of funding when positive. The literature has not focused on this subset of households in prior studies. Mortgage balances reflect cash that has already been obtained or conserved, even though debt has to be repaid.
The data is summarized in Table 1 5 PSID is a nationally representative sample of U.S. households starting from 1968 with over 18,000 individuals living in 5000 families. It is of longitudinal nature in design, but cross-sectionally also representative. Since 1999, PSID has switched from annual surveys to biennial ones. Furthermore, prior to 1999, wealth information is only solicited once every five years. The first column of Table 2 presents the median regression results of the log of consumption for all observations in the sample. For the overall sample, the consumption elasticity of home equity is 0.02, doubling that of stock/financial holdings (with both being statistically significant at the 1% level). These results are in line with some existing research showing that the home equity or value impact is greater that the stock wealth effect.
The results, however, are at the lower end of existing estimates. The elasticity of mortgage borrowing is higher than these two estimates (statistically significant at the 1% level) as might be expected from Benjamin and Chinloy (2008) . Utilization of additional debt supported by house value is more important than prospective use as measured by actual equity. In short, additional debt is used systemically to support consumption. This is affirmative of the data in Table 1 where mortgage debt in real terms increases over the period. Coefficients of the additional control variables in the model are as expected.
The subsequent columns of The lack of consistent statistical significance in the stock and home equity factors implies that while general relations exist, no standard effect coefficients associated with these factors are evident since these metrics are all influenced by temporal conditions. Financial, housing, and income effects change over time. The magnitude and importance of these relations change as evidenced in the substantial changes in the coefficients of interest when disaggregated over time.
The second area of interest that we address is related to the skewed distribution of wealth in the United States. Wealthier households presumably possess more in each of the net worth components: greater house equity and value, higher income, and larger stock holdings. We also know that these factors are not normally distributed across the United States population. In an initial assessment, the total sample is divided into groups based on net worth. Median regressions are then run with these subsamples. the top 33%, top 20%, or top 10% of all observations based upon net worth. For all high wealth classifications, the elasticities of consumption from home equity, stock holdings, and mortgage are higher than the less wealthy households. This is most notable for the equity factor as the high wealth cohort coefficients are at least 300% greater than those of the lower wealth groups. Also, it is only the higher cohorts of wealth that show a stock wealth effect. The top 20% and 33% cohorts show significant impacts, while the coefficient on the highest cohort is the largest, but is not statistically significant (due in part to a much lower sample size). These wealthy households are much less dependent on income.
Depending on wealth classification, the elasticities of income for the highest wealth cohorts range from 0.076 to 0.05. These coefficients are 25% to 50% lower than for the lower wealth groups. Households in the higher wealth groups simply have different consumption patterns than the typical household and are more likely to use financing options.
Concurrently, if a household decides between funding sources of consumption as our theory posits, then we should be able to observe different patterns in estimates of wealth effects by examining net worth ratios decomposing the wealth components. That is, not only does net worth itself matter for estimating consumption elasticities, but also the composition of net worth matters. The overall assessment recognizes that a change in the composition of net worth will impact composition. For example, the marginal consumption of a household with a net worth of $800,000 composed of $200,000 in home equity and $600,000 in financial assets would not be the same as one which has $600,000 in home equity and $200,000 in financial assets. Financial assets are more liquid and less costly to access and housing equity has a carrying cost associated with ownership (property taxes and insurance, for example). Consistent with our model, we consider the following three 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 ratios: home equity to net worth, stock holdings to net worth, and house value to net worth.
We omit the analysis based on the ratio of mortgage to net worth, since home equity is already computed as the house value net of outstanding mortgage debt.
Initial results are presented in Table 4 . The top panel of Table 4 presents the results based on the percentiles of ratio of home equity to net worth. Since home equity is a potential source of funding net of the cash withdrawals from existing mortgage indebtedness, we expect this ratio to be relevant to our thesis. Existing equity is the component of housing value that can be leveraged when the market condition is favorable.
A lower ratio indicates a higher cushion of more liquid financial wealth.
We evaluate home equity to total wealth by segmenting groups based on the ratio of home equity to net worth and present three comparisons: the bottom 33%, bottom 20% and bottom 10% of households with concurrent comparison with the remaining households in the sample. Results show that as we move to the cohort of households with the lowest percentage of net worth in home equity (from the bottom 33% to the bottom 10% of households), the wealth effect of home equity declines from 0.019 to almost zero and ceases to be statistically significant. Concurrently, the coefficients of stock holdings steadily increase from 0.010 to 0.043, and become more statistically significant (not significant for the 33% cohort and statistically significant at the 1% level for the 10% cohort). The impact of mortgage debt changes little for the cohorts while the coefficients remain statistically significant for each cohort. With regard to income, the households with a higher percentage of wealth in housing equity have marginal effects that are at least 45% greater than those with more financial assets (the bottom 33% to non-bottom 33% comparison). Finally, as home equity becomes a lower percentage of wealth, the marginal 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 impact of income decreases. The coefficient on income for the 10% cohort is .052
versus .0778 for the 33% cohort.
The middle panel uses a classification based on the ratio of stock holdings to net worth. 6 The greater the ratio shown the greater the percentage of net worth in stock.
Cohorts are created based on the top 33%, 20% and 10% of households. The minimal housing effect is more manifested in this presentation. The magnitude of the equity factor coefficients are generally lower and show less statistical significance than in the first panel.
The stock wealth effect is more evident with larger coefficients for each cohort, which are all statistically significant at the 1% level. Of interest, with the exception of the group with the highest stock holdings in net worth, the mortgage coefficients are all slightly higher than in the first panel while the top group shows no statistical relation. The differences in income coefficients are noticeably lower. The major takeaway is the lack of importance of housing equity in consumption for the households with the greatest proportion of wealth in stock holdings. These households' consumption is more related to stock holdings.
The bottom panel (Panel 3) of Table 4 presents results based on the ratio of house value to net worth which is used to segment the overall sample. This is a less precise measure than the prior two measures, but has been used in prior studies and is thus included here.
The noted weakness as presented is that the ratio used to segment the sample is directly related to variables used in the previous assessments (home value less mortgage debt is housing equity). The results are less robust, but support the prior results since housing value and housing equity are correlated. Households with highest value of housing, but also with the lowest proportion of value to total wealth show no housing equity related wealth effect. 6 In our model and data, we have not considered the fractions in riskless savings deposits, thus observations are not exactly switched off in classification tiers based on the ratio of stock holdings versus that of housing equity. The stock variable is less robust. The magnitude of stock holdings increases when moving to the top tier, but the coefficients of stock holdings are not statistically significant, but the other relations are similar.
Additional robustness checks are provided in Table 5 and Table 6 . Median regressions using subsamples based on a minimum net worth of $50,000 are presented in Table 5 with Table 6 containing results from subsamples with a minimum net worth of $100,000. This is to address the concern that low wealth level itself will artificially inflate the ratios with wealth as the denominator. These regressions refine and extend the results from those in Table 4 . In the first panel of both tables the cohorts again are based on ratio of house equity to net worth ratio. For the higher net worth cohorts with greater financial wealth, housing equity is not a major influence on consumption, which supports our basic theory.
Concurrently, when compared to the results in Table 4 , in both cases (Table 5 and Table 6 first panel) the non-bottom samples have larger home equity coefficients (statistically significant at the 1% level). This is confirmatory of prior results. The stock holdings results are similar with support for a greater impact for those household with lower proportions of net worth in housing equity. Interestingly, the relation between mortgage debt and consumption is more pronounced than in Panel 1 of Table 4 . Even the households with the lowest equity as a percent of net worth utilize mortgage debt to influence consumption. The income relations are similar although the coefficients on income are lower for the households with less financial wealth than in Table 4 (the non-bottom tier column results), presumably due to a higher wealth cutoff.
The biggest differences in the estimation results are found in Panel 2 of Table 5 and   Table 6 . The results find more in relation between housing equity and consumption than 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 the prior. The non-high ratio of stock to net worth households have large housing equity coefficients and even the households with the highest percentage of stock holdings to net worth have significant relations. For the high stock asset households, the stocking holding coefficients in Tables 5 and 6 are all statistically significant and much larger than in Table 4 .
The stock effect is larger for these cohorts. The mortgage results are similar as are the income results, although there may be a slight increase in the coefficients.
The Table 5 Consumption by high net worth households with a greater percentage of net worth in financial assets is related to financial assets and not housing wealth .   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 5. Conclusions A basic understanding of the relations between financial wealth, housing wealth, income and consumption provides a foundation for evaluating economic policies and assessing prospective economic activity. While the underlying theoretical underpinnings of these relations are well-established, empirical assessment has produced ambiguous results.
Empirical application of theory is extended through the latest real estate boom and bust cycle, use of controls for skewed wealth levels in the United States, and by investigating the relative composition of household net worth.
The statistical significance and magnitude of the relations between financial wealth, housing wealth, income, and consumption change over time. The influence of these factors is subject to large fluctuations. This implies that care is needed in assessing wealth and housing effects. There are no out of the box marginal effects that are accurate over all economic cycles. The marginal impacts are best understood within the context of concurrent economic market conditions. We also show that level of household wealth influences marginal consumption patterns including the magnitude and appearance of financial wealth, housing wealth, and income effects. The differences in magnitude and statistical significance are large with practical implications.
By acknowledging that the holdings of financial assets are skewed and that the relative composition of wealth matters, the literature is further extended. Households with greater net worth and those with more financial assets relative to real estate equity exhibit different consumption patterns than other households. Consumption by high net worth households with a greater percentage of net worth tied to financial assets is related to financial assets 25 and not housing wealth. Higher net worth households are nonetheless users of debt which can smooth consumption patterns.
A need for additional assessment of consumption patterns is evident. The movement of retirement benefits to defined contribution plans, the reduction in the percentage of workers covered by defined benefit retirement plans, the aging of the boomer generation, and a requirement to be more active in one's own retirement planning will likely change consumption patterns. Wealth composition matters. This suggests continued debate .   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64 65 Results are from median regressions. The dependent variable is the logarithm of total non-durable consumption. ***, **, * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. For year dummy variables, the default year is 1994. The control variable results are not presented but are as expected. The focus is on the variables of interest. Results are from median regressions. The dependent variable is the logarithm of total non-durable consumption. ***, **, * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. For year dummy variables, the default year is 1994. The control variable results are not presented but are as expected. The focus is on the variables of interest   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60  61  62  63  64  65 
